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This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from

the examner’'s rejection of clains 1-14. No cl aimhas been

al | owed.
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Conmput er, pp. 35-42 (1986).
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Appel lant’s own admitted prior art on pages 1-2 of the
speci fication.

The Rejection on Appeal

Clainms 1-14 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Snodgrass, Risberg, and the appellant’s own
admtted prior art.

As for the appellants’ own admtted prior art on pages 1-
2 of the specification, the examner nerely stated on page 4
of the exam ner’s answer: “Applicant’s admtted prior art in
the specification p. 1 and 2 includes tinme-rel ati onal database
managenent systens conprising master, pending, history and
error records.” How this statement fits within the rationale
of the rejection is not apparent and is not expl ai ned.
Snodgrass al ready discloses different kinds of tine-relational
dat abase systens storing tinme-differentiated records. W
decline to speculate as to what the exam ner had in mnd. An
exam ner mnust always articul ate and express the reasoni ng and
rational e underlying a rejection and cannot sinply throw up a

reference and hope that the Board woul d conpose a neani ngf ul
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and convincing rationale to fit the stated ground of
rejection.
Accordingly, we will treat the rejection as one based

solely on the conbinati on of Snodgrass and Risberg. To the

extent that the exam ner had reasoning in mnd, albeit
unexpressed, based on the appellants’ admtted prior art, this
case will be remanded to enable the exami ner to reduce his

t houghts to witing and include themin the record.

The | nvention

The invention is directed to a nmethod for selecting and
representing time-varying data froma tine-rel ati onal database
managenent system having a plurality of tinestanped versions
of records (clainms 1, 3, and 6) or tinme-differentiated records
(claim10). The independent clains are clains 1, 3, 6 and 10.

On the basis of use of “conposite records,” the
appel l ants have separately argued clains 3, 4, 5 and 10, as a
group, apart fromclains 1, 2, 6-9, and 11-14, as a group.

Representative clains 1 and 3 are reproduced bel ow

1. In an interactive data entry system wherein

a user is presented with a data entry screen, a

nmet hod for selecting and representing tine-varying

data froma tine-rel ati onal database nanagenent
system having a plurality of tinestanped versions of
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mast er, pending, and history records each conprising
at | east one data field and displayable at |least in
part as |logical records, conprising the steps of:

a. intially displaying on the data entry
screen a logical master record as a current record
wth a default attribute

b. enabling selection by the user of one of
a pending record or history record by tinestanp
version as a selected record, and in response to
such sel ection:

(1) reading the selected record,;

(2) conparing the data fields of the
selected record to the correspondi ng data fields of
the current record;

(3) selecting as difference fields all data
fields fromthe selected record that differ fromthe
correspondi ng data fields of the current record,;

(4) displaying on the data entry screen the
selected difference fields fromthe selected record
overlaid on the corresponding data fields of the
di spl ayed current record to generate a next current
record, the selected difference fields being
di splayed with an attribute distinct fromthe
default attribute.

3. In an interactive data entry system wherein
a user is presented with a data entry screen, a
met hod for selecting and representing tine-varying
data froma tine-rel ati onal database nanagenent
system having a plurality of timestanped versions of
mast er, pending, and history records each conpri sing
at | east one data field and displayable at |least in
part as |logical records, conprising the steps of:
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a. initially displaying on the data entry
screen a logical master record as a current record
wth a default attribute

b. enabling selection by the user of one of
a group of pending records or history records having
a tinmestanp version within a predefined tinme period
as selected records, and in response to such
sel ection:

(1) time-sequentially reading the sel ected
records;

(2) generating a conposite record by
selecting all of the data fields of the earliest
version of the selected records as an initial
conposite record, then conparing the data fields of
the next earliest version of the selected records to
the corresponding data fields of the conposite
record, selecting all data fields fromsaid next
earliest version that differ fromthe correspondi ng
data fields of the conposite record, overlaying the
selected data fields on the correspondi ng data
fields of the conmposite record to generate a next
conposite record, and repeating such conparison
sel ection, and overlaying for all selected records;

(3) conparing the data fields of the
conposite record to the corresponding data fields of
the current record;

(4) selecting as difference fields all data
fields fromthe conposite record that differ from
the corresponding data fields of the current record,

(5) displaying on the data entry screen the
selected difference fields fromthe conposite record
overlaid on the corresponding data fields of the
di spl ayed current record to generate a next current
record, the selected difference fields being
di splayed with an attribute distinct fromthe
default attribute.
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Qpi ni on

The rejection of clains 1-14 as bei ng unpatentabl e over
Snodgrass and Ri sberg cannot be sustai ned.

A reversal of any rejection on appeal should not be
construed as an affirmative indication that the appellants’
clains are patentable over prior art. W address only the
positions and rationale as set forth by the exam ner and on
whi ch the examner’s rejection of the clains on appeal is
based.

Each of clainms 1, 3 and 6 recites the step of initially
di splaying on the data entry screen a |ogical master record as
a current record with a default attribute. Caim210 recites
the steps of (a) reading a first record, and (b) displaying on
the data entry screen the first record with a first character
attribute. Cdains 1, 3, and 6 recite that each record
includes at | east one data field, and claim 10 recites that
each record includes a plurality of data fields.

Clainms 1, 3, and 6 then recite “enabling selection by the
user of one of a pending record or history record by tinestanp
version as a selected record, and claim 10 recites “enabling
sel ection by the user of a second record.” According to al

6
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of clainms 1, 3, 6 and 10, the corresponding data fields of the
two records are conpared and those data fields which show a
difference as a result of the conparison are displayed in a
distinct attribute different fromthat of the record already
on display, and in an overlaid manner over the correspondi ng
data fields thereof.

Consequently, the clainmed invention requires the reading
of two records with corresponding data field or fields, the
di splay of the first record in one default or basic attribute,
and then the display, in an overlaid manner, of those data
fields in the second record which exhibit a difference from
the corresponding data fields in the first record, in a second
attribute distinct fromthe first. The second record has to
be selected by a user.

We reject the appellants’ argunment that Snodgrass’
gquerying a dat abase does not satisfy the claimfeature of
enabling selection of a record. Since the query results in
identification of a particular record which satisfies the
conditions of the query, in our view it does enable the

sel ection of a record.
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However, the exam ner has nade clearly erroneous findings
as to the scope and content of the Snodgrass reference. On
page 4 of the examiner’s answer, it is stated (Enmphasis in
original.):

- Wth respect to independent claim11, Snodgrass
shows

- master record display with a default
attribute is shown by faculty record.

- selecting difference fields based on
conpari son between master and transaction
record is shown p. 37 under Tenpora
dat abases.

but does not show di splaying difference fields

overlaid on corresponding data fields with distinct

attribute.

In Snodgrass it appears that each display is the result
of an i ndependent query and bears no particular relationship
or association to the record previously being displayed. The
exam ner has not neaningfully identified in Snodgrass what
constitutes the master or first record and what constitutes
the transaction or second record. The cited portion of
Snodgrass has been reviewed and it is not evident how anythi ng
therein supports the examner’s finding that “selecting

difference fields based on conpari son between master and

8
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transaction record is shown in p. 37 under Tenpor al
dat abases.” The exam ner has not pointed to any disclosure in
Snodgrass for conparing the fields of a second record which
answers a query fromthe user with the fields of a first
record already on display. Accordingly, the differences
bet ween Snodgrass and the appellant’s clainmed invention are
nore than those recogni zed by the exam ner.

Wth respect to Risberg, the exam ner stated (answer at
page 4):

Ri sberg col. 39 Mbde Menu shows di spl ayi ng

difference fields overlaid on correspondi ng data

fields wwth distinct attribute in an anal ogous art

for the purpose of highlighting changes in tinme

sensitive data. It would have been obvious to a

person of ordinary skill in the art at the tinme the

i nvention was made to apply Risberg’ s displaying

difference fields overlaid on correspondi ng data

fields with distinct attribute to Snodgrass because

of Risberg’ s taught advantages of highlighting

changes in tinme sensitive data. (Enphasis in

original.)

The cited portion of Risberg concerns the display of
“real tinme data” with continuous update capability. Updated
new versions of the sane data are continuously received while

the ol der version is on display, conparison is nade between

the old version and the new version to determ ne those
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portions which have changed. Thereafter, the new version is
di spl ayed with the changed portions in highlight.

According to the appellants, the newy received and
updat ed versions of the data do not constitute a user-selected
record since no choice or particular action fromthe user is
i nvol ved. The exam ner’s position, on the other hand, is
t hat because a user has sone role in the selection of the type
of data to be displayed and then automatically continuously
updat ed, each new update is a user-selected record. Although
the examner’'s position is reasonable, it does not account for
the requirenent in the appellants’ clains that user selection
of arecord is made after the display of a first or current
record.

Wiile it is true that the various steps recited in a
met hod claimdo not necessarily have to be executed in
sequential order, we find that in the context of appellants’

i ndependent clains 1, 3, 6 and 10, the step of enabling
selection by a user of a record nust follow the display of a
first or current record. In particular, the first step
recited inclaims 1, 3, and 6 is “initially displaying on the

data entry screen a |l ogical master record as a current record

10
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with a default attribute”. Thus, the display of the first
master record nust precede each of the other steps recited in
those clains. As for independent claim10, while the first
di splaying step is not nodified by the word “initially,” in
our view and in the context of the appellants’ specification
it isinplicit that “displaying the first record” precedes
“enabling selection by the user of a second record.” The
appel l ants’ disclosed invention is concerned with active user
selection of a second record while a first record is on
display. In the circunstances of this case, an interpretation
whi ch reads user-selection of a second record on autonatic
conti nuous updates of real time data is unreasonable.

For the foregoing reasons, the rejection of clains 1-14
as bei ng unpatentabl e over Snodgrass and Ri sberg cannot be
sust ai ned.

Concl usi on

The rejection of clainms 1-14 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 103 as

bei ng unpat ent abl e over Snodgrass and Risberg is reversed.
This case is remanded to the examner for clarification

and/ or supplenentation as to the role of the appellants’ own

admtted prior art on pages 1-2 of the specification in the

11
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examner’s originally stated ground of rejection, i.e., one
based on Snodgrass, Risberg, and the appellants’ admtted
prior art.

This application, by virtue of its "special" status,
requires an imedi ate action. MP.E.P. § 708.01(d) (7th ed.

July 1998).

REVERSED and REMANDED

Rl CHARD E. SCHAFER
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
JAVESON LEE APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge | NTERFERENCES

RI CHARD TORCZON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Lawrence W G anatelli
FENW CK & WEST

Two Palo Alto Square
Pal o Alto, CA 94306
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